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Abstract

Objective

Recommendations on early childhood allergy prevention (ECAP) are found in clinical practice
guidelines (CPG) and food-based dietary guidelines (FBDG). This study aims to compare the
methodological quality and the content of recommendations in CPGs and FBDGs for ECAP.
Study Design and Setting

We assessed methodological quality of a sample of 36 guidelines (23 CPGs, 13 FBDGS), re-
trieved through extensive searching, with the Appraisal of Guidelines for Research and Eval-
uation tool (AGREE) II. On a subset of recommendations, we performed an in-depth analysis
by type of intervention for direction of and strength of recommendation and level of evidence.
Descriptive analysis was conducted with SPSS 27.

Results

CPGs scored higher than FBDGs in most AGREE domains (3, 4, 5 and 6). The 36 guidelines
contain 280 recommendations on ECAP, with 68 addressing the introduction of complemen-
tary foods and allergenic foods. We found only slight differences between those recommen-
dations in CPGs and FBDGs.

Conclusion

FBDGs on ECAP are of lower quality than CPGs. This does not affect their recommendations
on the introduction of complementary foods and allergenic foods but may compromise their
trustworthiness.
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What is new?

- Methodological quality of guidelines on ECAP is low, especially in FBDGs

- Recommendations on introduction of complementary feeding rarely vary

- Recommendations on introduction of potential allergenic foods show slight variation
- More attention is needed on the slight differences and the underlying evidence
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1 Background

The prevalence of childhood allergies, including food allergies, eczema and asthma, is high,
and associated with reduced quality of life and a high economic burden. The prevention of
allergic diseases is therefore an important public health concern [1]. Recommendations on
Early childhood allergy prevention (ECAP) are found in clinical practice guidelines (CPG) and
food-based dietary guidelines (FBDG). The US Institute of Medicine defines CPGs as “state-
ments that include recommendations intended to optimize patient care that are informed by a
systematic review of evidence and an assessment of the benefits and harms of alternative
care options” [2]. Especially in fields with rapidly evolving evidence like ECAP, CPGs and
FBDGs are important to provide practitioners in ECAP and child nutrition (CN) with reliable
guidance.

FBDGs and CPGs have the potential to improve healthcare quality and safety by translating
research into practice [2,3]. However, considerable concern has been expressed by physi-
cians, consumer groups, and other stakeholders about the quality of the processes support-
ing the development of FBDGs and CPGs [4]. Among the factors undermining the quality and
trustworthiness are limitations in systematic reviews upon which CPGs are based, lack of
transparency of development groups’ methodologies (particularly regarding evidence quality
and strength of recommendation appraisals) and unmanaged conflicts of interest (COI) [5-7].

Even though guidelines should be based on systematic reviews, they are far from being “ob-
jective”, since making guideline recommendations always involves judgement, e.g. regarding
the strengths and limitations of the evidence or the balance of benefits and harms [8]. The
review of Perkin et al. shows for example, that different organizations and therefore different
guidelines, interpret the evidence differently and come to diverging recommendation state-
ments [9]. Moreover, CPGs and FBDGs come from different political, social, and economic
fields, their developers have variable, but distinctive professional backgrounds, are exposed
to different professional cultures, act under different economic premises and regulations. It
seems reasonable to expect differences in the methodological approaches to develop such
guidelines.

Diverging recommendations across guidelines might decrease the confidence in guidelines in
general, if the reasoning leading to a recommendation statement is not transparent and no
information regarding the developmental process is provided [2]. However, it has not been
investigated systematically whether CPGs and FBDGs on ECAP comply with methodological
standards in guideline development, and if not, whether the content of the recommendations
is affected by different methodologies.

The objective of this study was to systematically assess the methodological quality of CPGs
and FBDGs on ECAP and CN. We expect a clear understanding of the methodological qual-
ity of the guideline development, the strengths and weaknesses and the content of their rec-
ommendations.
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2 Methods

This systematic synthesis of guidelines is reported according to the PRISMA (Preferred Re-
porting for Systematic Reviews and Meta-analyses) guidelines [10], when applicable, and a
checklist is available on figshare (https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.22886672.v2).

2.1 Search strateqy

We conducted a comprehensive search for national and international CPGs and FBDGs con-
cerning ECAP and CN according to established recommendations for guideline retrieval [11].
Detailed information about the included databases, websites and the search strategy is avail-
able in the published study protocol [12]. A detailed list of (supra)national institutions included
in the search can be found in tables A.1 and A.2 in appendix A.

2.2 Eliqgibility criteria

We considered all guidelines and recommendations about ECAP and CN, with infants or
pregnant/breastfeeding women as target population, published since 2010 and valid at the
time of search. Eligible were primary preventive interventions to decrease the onset of imme-
diate or IgE mediated allergies, atopic eczema or asthma. We considered only CPGs and
FBDGs, on a national or international level, and focusing on the topics asthma, atopic ec-
zema, allergy prevention, food allergy and nutrition. Only publications in English or German
were eligible.

Two study group members screened the retrieved records independently for their relevance
according to the eligibility criteria and resolved any disagreements by discussion with the
study group until consensus was reached.

2.3 Data extraction

The first author extracted basic data, which was cross-checked by another study group mem-
ber. Among others, following data was extracted: Guideline title, first author, year of publica-
tion, country/scope, topic of the guideline, leading scientific societies, composition of guide-
line panel and document type (CPG, FBDG), and entered into a relational database.

2.4 Quality appraisal of quidelines

Two reviewers determined the quality of the included guidelines using the Appraisal of
Guidelines for Research and Evaluation Il (AGREE II) instrument [13]. Both assessors used
the online training tools provided by the AGREE collaboration before conducting the assess-
ment. AGREE Il evaluates guideline methodology and quality and consists of 23 items cover-
ing six domains: (1) Scope and purpose, (2) Stakeholder involvement, (3) Rigour of develop-
ment, (4) Clarity of presentation, (5) Applicability and (6) Editorial independence. Additionally,
two overall assessment items are included: (7) A score from 1-7, indicating the general qual-
ity of the guideline and (8) the decision, whether the guideline can be recommended for use
in practice. This “requires the user to make a judgement as to the quality of the guideline,
taking into account the criteria considered in the assessment process” [13]. Each item of the
AGREE Il instrument is scored on a 7-point scale (1=strongly disagree to 7=strongly agree).
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We calculated a quality score for each domain, by summing up the scores of the individual
items per domain and scaling the obtained score as a percentage of the maximum possible
score for that domain:

obtained score — minimum possible score

maximum possible score — minimum possible score

A higher domain score indicates a higher quality of the guideline in this domain. The six do-
main scores are independent and not aggregated into a single quality score [13].

We resolved discrepancies in scorings between the two reviewers by averaging the points if
the scores differed by <1 point, and by discussion until consensus was reached if scores dif-
fered by two points or more.

2.5 Content analysis of guideline recommendations

We conducted a document analysis of relevant recommendation statements regarding
ECAP. We derived codes for topics and time of intervention inductively from emerging
themes in the guidelines, codes for the direction of recommendation, strength of recommen-
dation (SoR) and level of evidence (LoE) were developed deductively based on the GRADE
approach and adapted [14]. We grouped the topic of the interventions into 5 inductively de-
rived groups: (1) nutrition-interventions in the child, (2) nutrition-interventions in the mother,
(3) interventions regarding the environment, (4) medication and emollients and (5) other in-
terventions. For the most frequent subgroup of recommendations, the introduction of comple-
mentary foods and potential allergens, we went deeper and compared the guidelines on the
level of single recommendation statements regarding the direction and strength of the recom-
mendation and the level of evidence.

Extraction of data and categorizing and coding of recommendations was conducted in
MaxQDA.

2.6 Data storing and data management

We built a relational database containing data from the basic extraction, quality appraisal,
and content analysis (MS Access ®). All databases and the software used are stored on se-
cure servers of the University of Education Freiburg. All involved project members are bound
by the Data Protection Act (DS-GVO) and subjected to confidentiality during the entire project
phase and beyond.

2.7 Data analysis

We summarized general characteristics of the included guidelines using descriptive statistics.
Quiality scores for each AGREE Il domain are presented using mean and standard deviation
(SD). We conducted a t-test for independent samples to compare the mean domain scores
for CPGs and FBDGs and a Mann-Whitney U-test for the variables that were not normally
distributed. Statistical analysis of the extracted data was carried out with IBM SPSS Statistics
software version 28.0.1.1 (14).
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3 Results

3.1 Included guidelines

We identified a total of 2922 records and after removal of duplicates and title/abstract screen-
ing excluded 2676. After full-text screening of the remaining 246 records, 36 records were
deemed eligible and included in our database (see flow-chart in figure 1). Of the 36 records,
23 are CPGs and 13 FBDGs. CPGs target a wider audience, with three CPGs published on
international and two on European level, whereas included FBDGs are only published on na-
tional level (in n = 7 countries).

CPGs also cover a wider variety of topics, with nine guidelines addressing food allergies, six
atopic eczema, five allergy prevention in general and three guidelines asthma. FBDGs are
more homogeneous, with most FBDGs addressing child nutrition (n = 12) and only one di-
rectly addressing food allergies (for details see table A.3 in appendix A).

Additional records identified
database searching through other sources
(n=2637) (n =285)

| l

Records after duplicates removed |
(n=2810)

!

Records screened Records excluded
=28 (n = 2564)

Records identified through

screening | ( identification |

(n=2810)

l

Full-text records assessed
for eligibility
(n=246)

) |

Full-text articles excluded, with
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Duplicates (n=4)
Not English or German (n = 33)
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No HCP as target group (n = 10)

“J No primary prevention of
allergies/asthma as topic (n = 63)
No longervalid (outdated) (n = 10)
Nota CPG or FBDG (n =41)
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Eligibility
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in the analysis
(n=36)

[ Inclusion ][

Figure 1: flow-chart of the records screened and full-texts retrieved

3.2 Guideline quality

Overall, the 36 guidelines score highest in the domains 4 “Clarity of Presentation” and 1
“Scope and Purpose” (79 % and 66 % respectively), and lowest in domains 5 “Applicability”
and 6 “Editorial Independence” (24 % and 38 % respectively). The general quality of the
guidelines (AGREE Item 7 “Overall Assessment”) is 63 %. Comparing CPGs and FBDGs,
CPGs achieve almost consistently higher scores than FBDGs. We observe the largest differ-
ence in domain 6 “Editorial Independence” (A 33 points, 50 % vs. 17 %, p = 0.001), followed
by domain 3 “Rigor of development” (A 17 points; 48 % vs. 31 %, p = 0.016). For details see
figure 2, for results by guidelines table A.3 in appendix A.
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Figure 2: Comparison of standardised domain scores between CPGs and FBDGs (means
and standard deviation)

3.3 Interventions addressed in guideline recommendation statements

The 36 guidelines contain 280 recommendations regarding ECAP. Most recommendations
address nutrition-interventions for the child or mother (171 rs. 47). The most frequently ad-
dressed intervention is the introduction of complementary and allergenic foods (n = 68), fol-
lowed by breastfeeding, maternal diet during pregnhancy/lactation and breast milk substitutes
and formula (n = 36, n = 33 and n = 30 respectively; for details see table 1).

CPGs cover a wider range of ECAP interventions compared to FBDGs, and often provide
more recommendations per intervention and guideline. For interventions in the child nearly all
CPGs and FBDGs address the introduction of complementary foods and allergenic foods,
half of the guidelines address breast milk substitutes and formula, whereas child body
weight, Vitamin D and other supplements are covered in CPGs only. 17 of 23 CPGS (and 8
of 13 FBDGSs) address interventions targeted at the mother, usually maternal diet during
pregnancy/lactation (see table 1). A third of the CPGs, but only two FBDGs include recom-
mendations on interventions regarding the environment and medication (pet ownership, mo-
tor-vehicle emissions, vaccination [15] and exposure to tobacco smoke [15,16]). The average
number of recommendations per guideline on a given intervention varies between CPGs and
FBDGs depending on the type of intervention. CPGs provide more recommendations on in-
troduction of complementary food, maternal interventions, and environmental interventions,
whereas FBDGs offered more recommendations on breastfeeding and breast milk substitu-
tion (see table 1).
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Table 1: Interventions regarding allergy prevention in 23 CPGs and 13 FBDGs for children at
average and high risk for allergies

Guidelines address- | Recommendations | Recommendations
ing the intervention per guideline per intervention
CPG FBDG CPG FBDG
n n Mean Mean Total
_(1) Nutrlt_lon-lnterventlons 21 11 57 46 171
in the child
introduction gf complementary foods 19 10 24 23 688
and allergenic foods
Breastfeeding 17 6 1.2 25 36
breast milk substitutes and formula 12 5 1.6 2.2 30
supplementation of pre- and probiotics 8 2 1.8 1 16
body weight/obesity 5 1.2 6
Vit. D supplementation 4 1.3 5
other supplements 1 3 1.7 5
child diet 4 13 5
_(2) Nutrition-interventions 17 8 51 14 a7
in the mother
mater.nal diet during pregnancy/ 16 8 14 14 33
lactation T
supplementation of pre- and probiotics 4 15 6
Vit. D supplementation 2 2 4
other supplements 1 3 1 3
body weight/obesity 1 1 1
(3) Environment 7 2 4.7 2.0 37
(4) Medication etc. 8 1 15 1.0 13
(5) Other interventions 8 1 1.3 1.0 12

1 e.g. fish oil, n3-fatty acids, vitamins
1 including food avoidance & specific diet
$ Recommendations for children with average risk of allergies: n= 58, for high risk children: n=14,

3.4 Recommendations on the most commonly addressed intervention: introduction
of complementary foods and potential allergenic foods

Do CPGs and FBDGs agree on their recommendations on interventions covered in both
types of guidelines? Of 68 single recommendations on the introduction of complementary
foods and potential allergenic foods (weaning) 58 are directed at children at average risk for
allergies, 14 recommendations address high risk children (4 recommendations address both
groups). We condensed the 58 recommendations on weaning in average risk children to 26
content identical recommendations (see table 2). (See Table A.4 in appendix A for recom-
mendations for high-risk children).

Information on the LoE is available in 23 of 58 recommendations (40%), 18 are accompanied
by a grading of the SoR (31%), 15 of 58 recommendations (26%) are presented with LoE
and SoR.

Most guidelines agree on the introduction of complementary foods: they recommend intro-
ducing solids between four and six months of age, and/or advice against delaying the intro-
duction beyond that age. Two guidelines, published in 2015 and 2013 [17,18] make no rec-
ommendation on the appropriate timing yet, because “inducing tolerance by introducing solid
foods at four to six months of age is currently under investigation and cannot be


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.26.23290529
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.26.23290529; this version posted June 3, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

recommended at this time”, and one guideline, published 2011, recommends introducing sol-
ids only at six months of age “Current UK guidelines based on recommendations from the
WHO recommend that weaning should start at six months.” [19].

There is slightly less agreement regarding the introduction of potentially allergenic foods in
general: among the 20 recommendations some focus on specific timepoints of introduction,
some advise for early, or against a delayed introduction. Guidelines vary in recommending
the introduction between four to six months of age [20-23], after six month [24,25], and two
guidelines refrain explicitly from a recommendation but do not provide formal assessment of
LoE or SoR [26,27]. The few recommendations that address the introduction of single aller-
gens, e.g. peanut, egg, wheat and fish, do have nuanced differences.

By visual inspection of the table we could not find a convincing association between the con-
tent of the recommendations and the use of SoR or LoE ratings.

The much shorter table on recommendations directed at high-risk children depicts a similar
picture: more or less nuanced discrepancies between CPGs and FBDGs and no apparent
association between SoR or LoE ratings and the content of the recommendation (see table
A.4 in appendix A).

Table 2: 26 content identical recommendation statements regarding the introduction of com-
plementary foods and allergenic foods in CPGs and FBDGs for average risk children (direc-
tion and strength of recommendation and level of evidence)

Recom- Not recom- No recom-
mended mended mendation SoR | LoE
Recommendation statement CPG FBDG | CPG FBDG | CPG FBDG
1 Introducing solid foods at 4-6 [28] ++ ++
months of age [20]
[29] +++ +++
[30]
[21]
[15]
[31]
[32]
[16]
[18] ++
[17]
2 Introducing solid foods at 6 months of [19] ++
age
3 Introducing potential allergens before 4 [33]
months of age
4 Introducing potential allergens at 4-6 [20]
months of age
[21]
[22] + +
[23]
5 Introducing potential allergens [24]
at 6 months of age [25]
6 Early introduction of potential allergens [26]
[27]
7 Introducing fish at 4-6 months of age [33] ++ ++
[32] ++
8 Introducing fish at 6-9 months of age [34] + ++
9 Introducing egg at 4-6 months of age [34] + +
[32] ++
10 Introducing wheat at 4-6 months of age | [34] + ++
[32]
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Recom- Not recom- No recom-
mended mended mendation SoR | LoE
Recommendation statement CPG FBDG | CPG FBDG | CPG FBDG
11 Introducing peanut when age [35] + +
appropriate
12 Introducing peanut at 6 months of age [36]
13 Introducing peanut at 4-11 months of [34] +++ |+
age
14 Early introduction of peanut [37]
15 Delayed introduction of peanut [38]
16 Delayed introduction of solids beyond 4 [33] +++ | ++
months of age
17 Delayed introduction of solids [22] +
beyond 4-6 months of age [30]
[29] +++ ++
18 Delayed introduction of solids, [18] ++
including potential allergens, [34] +++ | ++
beyond 6 months of age [39]
[36]
19 Delayed introduction of potential [30]
allergens beyond 4-6 months of age [25]
[32] ++
[37]
20 Avoidance of potential allergens [40] + ++
during weaning [27] +++ |
[33] ++
[32] ++
[16] ++
[41]
[39]
21 Avoidance of acidic foods [23]
22 Introduce a diversity of foods during [28] + +++
weaning
23 Introduce peanut cautiously at home [38]
24 Introduce other solids before peanut, to | [35]
ensure developmental readiness
25 For introduction of solids, take develop- | [20]
mental readiness, nutritional needs, etc.
into consideration
26 Feed newly introduced solids regularly, | [18] ++
to maintain tolerance

SoR, Strength or recommendation; LoE, Level of evidence
+ weak recommendation/ low level of evidence

++ moderate recommendation/ moderate level of evidence
+++ strong recommendation/ high level of evidence

4 Discussion

The aim of this study is to systematically assess the methodological quality of CPGs and
FBDGs on ECAP and CN. Our expectation is to obtain a comprehensive understanding of
the methodological rigour employed in the guideline development, to identify their strengths
and weaknesses, and to explore the content of their recommendation.

Our findings indicate that the quality of CPGs and FBDGs on ECAP and CN differs signifi-
cantly, with especially low scores in AGREE-domains 3 “Rigour of Development”, 5 “Applica-
bility” and 6 “Editorial Independence”. These domains focus on the methodological quality of
the guideline development, including evidence search and synthesis, COl management and
guideline implementation. Other studies have shown similar deficits in the methodological
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quality of guideline development [42,43], but not in direct comparison of guidelines from two
different subject fields.

CPGs generally scored higher than FBDGs, possibly because methodological standards for
guideline development differ for CPGs and FBDGs and are not as widely used in FBDGs yet
[44]. Differences were especially prevalent in domains 3 and 6 and could be seen as an ur-
gent need to implement higher methodological standards in the development of FBDGs,
even when acknowledging that the methods used to develop and assess CPGs are not al-
ways suitable for FBDGs, and the questions FBDGs want to answer [45].

In our sample, the guidelines with high methodological quality according to AGREE Il were
developed by organisations such as the AWMF, SIGN, GINA, NIAID, AAD and EAACI
[19,22,27,33,46—-48]. These medical organisations are often very active in the scientific de-
velopment and testing of methods to produce high quality guidelines, have published detailed
guidance on guideline development, or use the tools GRADE [14] and AGREE I, therefore
ensuring a higher methodological standard.

Although the methodological quality varied considerably across the guidelines, the recom-
mendation statements exhibited only minor, in some cases rather nuanced discrepancies.
Most guidelines recommended introducing complementary foods, including allergenic foods,
between four and six months of age, and advised against delaying the introduction of any
food items. However, a few guidelines made other recommendations, e.g., the SIGN guide-
line on the management of atopic eczema from 2011, which indirectly recommends the intro-
duction of complementary foods at 6 months [19]. The observed minor differences in recom-
mendations may partly be explained by the year of publication and the evidence used and
available at that time.

Only a quarter of the recommendation statements were given a formal grading of the SoR
and LoE, usually attributed to higher methodological rigour and quality. However, this turned
out not to be relevant when it came to the question “What to recommend?”, since we saw no
convincing associations between those gradings and the content of the recommendations.

How did FBDGs reach recommendations quite similar to CPGs despite their significantly
lower methodological quality? Is the higher methodological standard even necessary to pro-
vide clear recommendations on ECAP? We caution against such a conclusion for several
reasons: 1) It might be the case in ECAP, that the paradigm shift from avoidance of allergens
to early and sustained exposure has gained widespread acceptance among clinicians and
nutritionists. Then, providing guideline recommendations on ECAP would simply reflect com-
mon knowledge, without the need to prove the evidence again (like buckling up in cars). But
how would we (or a guideline panel) asses the level of “unity”, “common knowledge” or “con-
troversy” to decide for or against a more elaborate methodological process? 2) Our in-depth
assessment of the recommendation statements focused solely on the topic of introduction of
complementary foods and potential allergenic foods. For other ECAP interventions, such as
formula and breast milk substitutes or pre- and probiotic supplementation, the situation could
be much different. Lower methodological quality, especially lack of information on COI man-
agement, as reflected in AGREE-domain 6, may play a substantial role here [49,50]. 3) Our
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study indicates that it takes a lot of resources, efforts, and manpower to check if guidelines
developed with lower quality recommend roughly the same as higher quality guidelines. So
even if lower quality guideline recommendations do not differ substantially from high quality
guidelines, low methodological quality and little transparency can lead to distrust in the rec-
ommendations and hinder the application of the guideline in clinical / extraclinical practice [2].

We would like to point at another issue: AGREE |l does assess the rigor of development,
which includes the search for evidence and formulating of the recommendations, but does
not take the evidence base of the recommendations in detail into account. A close look on
the type of sources used to justify the recommendation statements on ECAP would be inter-
esting and worthwhile. An exploration if guidelines of varying rigor of development and man-
agement of conflicts of interest use similar evidence (i.e. systematic reviews, high quality pri-
mary studies) would be a logical next step.

In conclusion, this investigation highlights deficits in guideline development, especially in
FBDGs. Our results contribute to a better understanding of the importance of the methodo-
logical rigor and management of evidence and COI in guidelines. Although the recommenda-
tions concerning the introduction of complementary feeding in our sample showed low varia-
bility, since childhood allergies are an important public health concern, and effective allergy
prevention in early childhood available, feasible but not fully implemented on population level,
a higher methodological quality of guidelines concerning ECAP should be promoted to in-
crease confidence in the recommendations.
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